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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment filed April 27, 2006 has been entered. New claims 27-35 have 
been added. Claims 1-8 are cancelled. Thus, the pending claims are 9-35 with claims 20-26 
being withdrawn as non-elected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 27-35 is rejected under 35 U.SC. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

4. Claims 27-35 are indefinite for limiting the cross-sectional shape of the stiff loop yarns. 
It is unclear if applicant intends the shapes to be descriptive of the filaments of the stiff loop 
yam, as recited in claims 14-18, or to be descriptive of the yam itself Note new claims 27-35 do 
not limit the stiff loop yams to being monofilaments. 

5. Claim 29 is indefinite because it is unclear if applicant intends to limit the claim to the 
embodiment of Figure 1 or Figure 2. Specifically, it is unclear if applicant intends a receiving 
loop to originate and return at one location and a stiff loop to originate and retum at the same 
location as the receiving loop (i.e., Figure 1) or at a different location adjacent to the receiving 
loop (i.e.. Figure 2). If applicant intends to encompass Figure 1 with the claim language, it is 
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noted that the use of the phrase "at about the same location" renders the claim vague in that 
"about" broadens the "location" to points nearby, including adjacent loops as in Figure 2. For 
the purposes of examination, claim 29 is interpreted as including the embodiments of both 
Figures 1 and 2. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

7. Claims 9-14 and 19 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
5,804,274 issued to Nordin as set forth in section 3 of the last Office Action. 

8. Claims 15-18 stand rejected imder 35 USC 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over US 
5,804,274 issued to Nordin in view of JP 2000-279210 issued to Yamazaki as set forth in section 
4 of the last Office Action. 

9. Claims 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
5,804,274 issued to Nordin in view of JP 2000-279210 issued to Yamazaki. 

New claim 27 is a combination of the limitations of claims 9, 15, 16, and 17, while new 
claim 28 is a combination of the limitations of claims 9 and 1 8. Since claims 15-18 were 
previously rejected over Nordin in view of Yamazaki, new claims 27 and 28 are also rejected 
over the cited art for reasons analogous to those presented in the rejection of claims 15-18. It is 
fiuther argued that the claims are obvious over the cited prior art in that the recited cross- 
sectional shapes, including slit films, are obvious variants of each other. In particular, it would 
have been obvious to change the cross-sectional shape since such a modification would have 
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involved a mere change in the shape of the filament. A change in shape is generally recognized 
as being within the level of ordinary skill in the art. In re Dailey, 149 USPQ 47. Therefore, 
claims 27 and 28 are also rejected. 

10. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 5,804,274 
issued to Nordin. 

New claim 29 contains the limitations of claim 9 plus the new limitation "wherein 
receiving loops and the stiff loops originate at about the same location on the first side of the 
base substrate and return to the first side of the base substrate at about the same location." As 
noted above, said new limitation can be interpreted as the embodiment shown in Figure 2 of the 
specification. Note the loop structure of Figure 2 is equivalent to that disclosed by Nordin in 
Figure 1. Therefore, claim 29 is also rejected for reasons analogous to those presented in the 
rejection of claim 9. 

1 1 . Claims 30-35 are rejected under 35 USC 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over US 5,804,274 
issued to Nordin in view of JP 2000-279210 issued to Yamazaki. 

New claims 30-35 limit the cross-sectional shape of the stififloop yams of claims 29 and 
9. Hence, said claims are rejected for reasons analogous to those presented in the rejections of 
claims 15-18, 27, and 28. To reiterate, a change in shape is generally recognized as being within 
the level of ordinary skill in the art. In re Dailey, 149 USPQ 47. Therefore, claims 30-35 are 
also rejected. 
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Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed with the amendment have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant has not amended claims 9-19 in an attempt to overcome the prior art 
rejections, but rather merely traverses said rejections by arguing (a) the terms "stiffness" and 
"coarseness" are not inherently the same and (b) the Yamazaki reference is non-analogous art. 

13. Applicant's former argument is with respect to the statement in the last Office Action that 
"since the long loop filaments [of Nordin] are coarser than the short loop filaments, said long 
loops will inherently be stiffer than said short loops." It appears applicant has missed the 
examiner's point. Nordin's long loop filaments have a fiber fineness substantially above 1 dtex, 
while the short loop filaments have a fiber fineness of less than 1 dtex. In other words, the long 
loop filaments are "coarser" with respect to fiber fineness or diameter than the short loop 
filaments. Hence, the use of the term "coarse" is not descriptive of a rough surface texture of the 
filament itself, but rather the term is employed as a description of a relative fiber fineness. It 
cannot be disputed that Nordin teaches long loop filaments having a fiber fineness greater than 
the fineness of the short loop filaments. All other variables being equal, a filament having a 
relatively coarse fiber size is inherently more rigid or stiff than a like filament having a relatively 
finer fiber size. Note the definitions of "coarse thread" and "stiffness" in the Complete Textile 
Glossary. Therefore, applicant's argument is found unpersuasive. 

14. Regarding the latter argument that the Yamazaki reference is non-analogous art, it is 
asserted said reference is properly combinable with the Nordin reference. Specifically, both 
references are directed to loop fabrics and filaments suitable for construction of such looped 
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fabric constructions. Therefore, it is asserted the Yamazaki reference is of the same field of 
endeavor. 

1 5. Applicant also argues that Nordin teaches away fi-om employing non-round fibers 
(Amendment, page 8, 1^^ paragraph). The examiner respectfully disagrees. The teaching of 
Nordin that applicant relies upon for said argument merely recites "the longer loops with their 
coarser fibers of more round shape have an appreciably lower friction against the support" (col. 
3, lines 38-40). The reference also teaches the material, length, and proportion of the longer 
loops can be modified to optimize the fiictional properties and brushing properties of the 
cleaning cloth. Hence, applicant's argument is foxmd unpersuasive. 

Conclusion 

16. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated fi"om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi-om the date of this 
final action. 
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1 7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cheryl Juska whose telephone number is 571-272-1477. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 10am-6pm. If attempts to reach the 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Terrel Morris can be reached 
at 571-272-1478. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

1 8. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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